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INTRODUCTION

Definifions of Evaluation hdve consistently of late included criteria or stan-
dards as a necessary or essential element (20). Since this definition is com-
'monly accepted as consensyal fact, this investigation attempted to build
toward a theory of evaluation usflng this definitional element. This study
considered questions as:

~

How can you recognize a good :cri;erion, or a good set of criteria?
How can you develop a gpod criteria set?

Where do good criteria sets -come_from? and,
Wh9 can desig;i good cri eria’set;? . .

Little is offered in the l{terature of Evaluation to suggest how criteria are
developed, or-where they come from, let alone the idea of "goodness".
Worthen (21) reports 28 general tasks for evaluation suggested from three dif-
ferent surveys. Of these 25, four can be perceived by this writer as
associated with criteriggsefs. Fourteen seemed mjost applicable to evidence . |
(measurement and statfiétics), six to judgments and four, other activities: ‘
* disseminating, recom endlng, providing feedback and managing resources. |
" Of the 81 compefen ies needed to perform these 25 general tasks, 10 fell . ‘
within the area of gritéria, 51 within evidence and 6 within judgments. |
Fourteen lay wuthsr?foﬂ\er areas. This suggests either a lack of emphasis of - |
_ criteria or possibly criteria are less important., Because the definition of ' ;
criteria-comparecr to-evidence implies equdl importance, this investigator, . |
assumed criteria had been underemphasized-in the past. This is supported by i
research for, but presently inadequate, theories of setfing performance criteria |
in mastery education (2), an area currently popular in education.. The ob- 1
jective of this investigation was to: use fruitful descriptions of evaluation as !
a base to explore, explicate and embed within a framework, criteria for |
criteria sefs., : . ' -

Criteria for criteria sets, then, are viewed here as a necessary sfep for .
further systemahc development of evaluahons in genercll and within Adult
Education in particular., - . ‘

q
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. EVALUATION AS’A UNIT FOR INVESTIGATION
Evaluation has evolved definitionally from an emphasis on measurement to:
Criteria and Evidence which lead to a Judgment. Pictorially this is viewed as:

}

-

CRITERIA

| JUDGMENTS

- EVIDENCE

These three - "boxes" are viewed as elements of a single system--Evaluation.
These three elements provide a descriptive definition, but because they are
discrete classes, provide only a partial set of tools to perform analyses, ex-
planations, and predictions, To move beyond description (a fruitful and
necessary stage) continuous terms and statements are also necessary (6, p. 173).
This point of necessity raised the questions of sufficiency as well . This in-
vestigation was not only interested in the necessary conditions for developing

a theory of evaluation (of which high quality criteria are only a part), but .
also in the sufficient conditions.. Hage (6, p. 172) has suggested a set of
necessary and sufficient conditions for thepry development in Sociology:

« « « a theory should contain not only concepts and state-
“ments but definitions--both theoretical and operational --
and linkages, again.bofh theoretical and operational, ..

To date this set of conditions for theory development has been extremely fruftful
when applied by this- investigator to evaluahon systems (11) and to educational

systems (12, 13)

&




" alwgys a free one. . \ ‘

“o
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This set of six conditions (concepfs statements, fheorehcal definitions,

operdtional definitiens, theoretical linkages and oper’ahonal linkages), suggests

" a design that explores and explicates each of the elements in this necessary

and sufficient set. This would appear as I‘he next step in developing a theory
of evaluahon.

‘ R
Current evaluations, as viewed by this writer, are concerned with only a sub-
set of the system elements suggested here: This lnvashgahon assumes that a
continuously productive approach hinges on a more gffechve design strategy--
onte that considers a complete set of necessary and s ifficient conditions.

STRATEQIES DESIGNED TO DEVELOP BROADV PERSPECTIVES

The strategies discussed here-have been gléa ed from, Hage (6, 8), Nadler
(17, ISBguhin (3) and Johnston (9)." They hyve been previously applied

successfully to evaluation (11) and open learnin sysfems (12, 13).

The basic design strategy is to first. design the For lgtion intuitively or
based on whatever scraps of data are at hand--your first guess-timate is

: !

Second, explicate. the underlying framework. Third, heck evidence with
criteria, and fmally, concentrate on tautologies and inconmstencnes within
the developing framework .

The first insight provided by this strategy is that each of the three elements in
the definition (criteria, evidence, and judgments) contains criteria, evidence
and judgments at a more specific level, Pictorially this'is displayed as:



CRITERIA
critetia
. judgments
: . JUDGMENTS
evidence .
. criteria
D judgments
EVIDENCE
evidence
criteria
judgments
evidence )

)

Within the Evidence box, criteria of evidence (e.g. validity and reliability),
when compared against the evidence about evidence, allow for conclusions
about the evidence at hand. In short, one evaluates the evidence, This is °
done much of the time-<explicitly and precisely. Likewise it is assumed
Criteria, as a unit of inxestigation, can be evaluated, as can conclusions or
Judgments.. Neither of these investigations seem to be performed explicitly
at present, )

.




Because of a lack of explicit tools to evaluate criteria, and because Criteria
is seen as an |mportant element of evaluation, the remainder of this investiga-
tion concentrated on Criteria as the unit of inquiry or mveshgahon. An
explicit set of tools to evaluate Criteria would balance-out the wealth of
explicit tools presently available and applied to evaluating Evidence. This
balance would then allow for developing Conclusions systematically.

’
4

A second insight was that diversity (preferably by design) is needed to develop:

broad perspective. In application, this diversity was most fruitfully supplied
by the diverse languages of logic, mathematics and literature. These distinc-
tions are explicitly laid-out in the Economjc Education Bulletin (4, p. 14-15).

-

+

¢ Logic...has been developed by analyzing...actual conduct
of inquiries, .. Application of this theory to any inquiry
ordinarily facilitates progress.
Mathematics. . .serves not only as a means of analyzing the -
- connections. , .but also as a means of suggesting other pos-
sible connections, and therefore of directing the inquiry to
new data or connections not previously investigated.

The language (verbal) tool is used as a means of describing _
...when properly used, the language tool makes possible

’ the construction of a word picture that correctly represenfs
the steps in the inquiry.

In this sense, the elements of the necessary and sufficient set form a frlad
of logical, mathematical and literal.

* MATHEMATICAL



Distinguishing between Concepts-and Statements (linkages among concepts)
while retaining each of the three languages explicates the necessary and suf-
ficient elements as: -

L]

X

OPERATIONAL

" This is a more specific stateinent of the more common def'mtlon of a theory:
concepts linked together.

These six elements form the necessary and sufficient set based updn the defini-
tion of theory development stated previously and applied to this inquiry:

Each of the-six has a specific purpose or function.

-~

Literal terms (labels) _provide desc;ription

o Logical terms (?7?7) provide. meaning
Mathematical terms (?227?) provide ° measurement
Literal links (connections) provide c;nalysis )
Logical links (premises) . = provide plausibiiity

Mathematical links (equations)  provide testability

The arrows indicate the style of search that has proven most effective for this
investigator. By definition, Concepts are necessary to form Statements. Con-
cepts act as Terms.  Then, linked together they form Statements, Given
labels, search for meanings. At this point one can skip to verbal cbnnections
and premises without searching for measures. What isn't explicated here is
how one searches for Terms when starting with Statements. To date the scarcity
of statements in literatures of both evaluation and open learning hds prevented
the leisure of starting with Statements.

A




Distinguishing between concepts and statements is the most common definition
of theory. This definition has been extended here to suggest 3 parts for each
concept and 3 parts for each statement, 3

A
Another distinction is implied with this explication of six ﬁnenfs. Some
examples within each of the six are categorical classes or/attributes. Other
examples are continuous dimensions or variables. Categories are-non-variable.
Continua are variable. - hel

Adding the distinction between categories and, continua to the distinction

between Terms and Statements leads to a four table: ,
) TERMS - | LINKAGES
CATEGORIES
CONTINUA

This allows for a third insight. No one cell is more important than any other.
All four are needed to satisfy this definition of theory development. Thus, all
- four are needed to develop a theory of evaluation which includes criteria for
criteria sets. With these four possibilities explicated a fourth insight suggested
that each cell requires techniques to: ‘

Explore or Search,

Explicate or specify, and

Embed or structure

In addition, ways are needed for moving from cell to cell, or understanding
how the four relate together as a single system (cf. 14),

Before continuing, an explication of uses for each cell may help clarify
subsequent applications,

Cotegorlcol terms are used for defining units of inquiry,
when identifying cutpoints or qualities and when identifying
elements or major classes of phenomena,

44
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‘Conceptual Definitions: Literal, Logical Mathematical

L 4

.

Continuous terms are needed for Theoretical Definitions and .
Operational- Definitions. This is crucial . All derived terms - .
are continuous. These are the building blocks of each con-

tinuous statement,

Categorical statements are mandatory for definitional
premises and for thresholds glong operational linkages.

Continuous statements are needed for Theoretical Lmkages ) \
and for Operational Linkages, _ . 7\

These four cells suggest productive uses for each. They do not consider cate-

gorical links among continuous terms nor do they consider continuous links

among categorical terms. They do not mix categorical and continuous modes. ..
In general, these mixed modes are unproductive, "

EXPLORING, EXPLICATING'AND;EMBEDDING CRITERIA FOR CRITERIA SETS -

* The unit of inquiry Is Criteria of Criteria‘as an element of evaluahon. This -
inquiry is delimited to oné of the nine elements specified in the specific def- R
inition of evaluation, At this point Criteria of Criteria temains.a black box--

as yet undescribed, meaningless and not measured.

According to the first cell, in the éxplicated fourfold table, exploring for
categorical terms should yield major classes of phenomena. Initial explora-
tions were directed toward a systems approach (it had been fruitful i in past
inquiries). Consequently elements of a system were borrowed from Sociology
(6, p- 234). This is also consistent with Kreitlow’s advice of borrowing from
arelated field (10). The elements borrowed were Resources, Structures,
Integrations, Performances, and Outputs. Synonyms for these -elements are
Inputs, Arrangemenis, Arficulations, Adequacies and Accumulations.

These elements provided major classes of possible phenomena operating within __—
the investigative unit of Criteria of Criteria. So far only labels have been
suggested, -

Continuous terms are needed for specifying theoretical definitions, which

-
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provide meaning; and operational definitions which provide measurement.

. Again dimensions--variable but ¢contentless-<were borrowed from theory
development (6, p. 178) and evaluation (11). ' These dimensions are - ™
Scope, ‘Parsimony, Precision and Accurgcy .

. ’As ongmalry applied to theory (6, p. 178 180), ‘Scope was operohonollzed o .
“derived terms ‘

primitive terms.

as a ratio of derived terms to primitive terms or<

In other words, given a certain number of primitive terms the maximum
7 - _number of possible derived ‘terms can be determined using a mathematical
S formula, since derived terms are some combination of the primitives, The
derived

prlmlt ve
is consistent with the idea that all inductive conclus:ons are. in some sense

probable. A priori mathematical probability is defined as the ratio of -

favorable outcomes This discussion suggests thét derived terms are simply
possible outcomes.

derlved teéms in the ratio have a defined t upper bound. This

.‘the ratio of ' Eg(:—;)fal::-—e or defined by an § priori mathematical ‘
“I proboblhty This is suggested to. expllcate the practice of lncludmg only o ..
b : favorable outcomes in one's |ogtca| derlvahons., : S
// ‘ | ’ | ) '
' By combining the idea of a priori mathematical. probublhfy (favorable poss:ble)
‘ - for derived terms with the idea of derived: prlmlhve -as a.measure of Scope the ﬁ
Zexplnc:i;operahonal deflmhon of Scope becomes: “
’ - A . """ favorable . - o
e N e T o
- * primitive ferms . ‘ ‘ ‘
- + This definition indicates that the wider the ratio, the. more general the Scope.
This ratio fransfers Scope as a dimensjon out .of the domain of raw numbers or .-
. amiount and"info the domain' of relahonal units, : ‘ » '
. a (ﬁ o ¢
. The Theorehcal deflmhon of. Pars:mony is explamlng as much as poss:ble with ,
as lltfle as possible. ‘Parsimony is operahonally defined asa ratio of: ) ot \
—equahons There is a large but finite set: of equahons. Agam, only equahons '
..premises .
which offer explanation (a favorable outcome) are’retained, " Therefore the
favorable
. explicit Qperatlonglndeflnlflfn of Pars|mony iss _Er_poss:. 5
T . ° ) ey premises. .,
<N,




U g . .explained ; . ~
Precision is dgflned as a ratio of Snexplained effects. Unexplained effects are
considered t6 be error. Another way to state this definition is as a ratio of

.e"F’”‘:it effects This suggestion explicates increased Precision. If explicit,
implicit effects. ' !

or explained, effects are considered as favorable outcomes, and implicit effects,

or error, are considered as unfavorable then precision operates as a probability

of relative frequency. Relative frequency statements (odds) suggest that a person
should never have more faith in an outcome than the evidence merits. In this

‘case more precision is not necessarily better. ‘Optimum precision is determined 4 ’
by how much faith is needed for any particular Conclusion. .

Precision is applied to either a single equation or to a simultaneous set of
equations. Operationally, precision is the ratio of explicit effects to error
(implicit effects), ‘ ' :

N

PO ' © . effects o  favorable
' ;  error unfavorable

<

. More precision either requires adding additional terms to the equation or
equations to.the set (explicating a portion of the error term); or assuming a
priori, zero coefficients among same of the dependent variables (assuming null
relationships). This is pointed out in Blalock (1, p. 59-65) as part of the
problem of identifying systems of equations. Morrison (16, p. 53) states that
a system is inconsistent if it doesn't meet minimum precision. These two refer-
K - .ences indicate that a lower limit-on precision is the limit needed to just identify
a system or to form a consistent system. ‘ ) S
Accuracy applies to the explanations of a theory. "This dimension lies within
the set of premises. Accuracy addresses the question: ‘which set of premises
is most accurate when several available sefs appear equally plausible. Oper-

ationally this is the ratio of: = Statement ‘ s

all other statements.

. This is a case of the Probability of Confirmdtion. The conclusion does not. fol =
low necessarily, but only to a particular degree. This ratio is synonymous

with plausibility. . ’




~ An example of the method of differences is:

“

Additional accuracy requires either Agreement or Differences as a strclteglc
test. An example for the method of agreement is:

‘

L4 ] : ¢

. ' - BCD do not occur in all 3 left hamd -
ABCD --> E terms. Therefore, BCD are not con- -
ABFG --> E sidered necessary to generate E,
ACGK == E A, on the other hand, éccurs in all -

3 left hand terms. The conclusion is
- that’A may be necessary.

LR

ABCD - E. Where A?" generatés E but not A
- - (A)? generates not E (F). The .
ABCD -> E conclusion is that A may be sufficient :

¢ =N &
In either method agreement or differences, the Probablllfy of A being accu-
rate in relation to other statements increases even though it has been proven
to be neither necessary por sufficient. This discussion provides both theoretical -
and operational definitions. for the four borrowed dlmenswns.

'Dimehsions, as defined here, are continuous but contentless. -Content is

supplied by the Elements defined previously. Elements are categorical
terms. Multiplying each Dimension with each Element (crossclassifying)

“ yields potential Continuous Terms. These continuous terms specufy

potential theoretical and operahonal deflnlhons.

The four dimensions (Scope, Parsimony, Precision, Accuracy) form one
side of a two~dimensional array. The five borrowed elements (Resouices,
Structures, Integrations,Performances, Qutputs) form the second side. The
4 X 5 array that results from the cross—cldssification provides 20 cells or
boxes which make-up the initial solution grid or matrix. This strategy
moves the inquiry from a descnphve definition to a prescritive framework,
Each cell provides both d:mensnonallfy or variability and attributeness or
content, Each cell then isa potenhal General Variable (a variable is
consudered to be general when it IS free of places and times).

=N
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The lack of spemfled statements (connections, prem|ses and equahons) - :
on Evaluation in general and Criteria of Criteria in specific, prevents
furﬂ'ner definition of Parsimony, Precision and Accuracy at, this time.

Labels and Meanings have been fenfahvely esfabhshed and these can be
“applied to establish verbal statements and premises. Before continuing to
that stage hOWever, a test of suggested labels and meanings was conducted.
This was carned out to prevent continued efforts with faulty or incomplete
Terms, -

@

DATA
Test of Names and their Meanings

A literal défjniﬁon (label) was inserted into each ce|l of the matrix. This
provided both a theeretical definition (dimension by element) and a literal

wZO—wZmZT—0O

definition. ‘
ELEMENTS |
INPUTS  [STRUCTURES | INTEGRATIONS PERFQRMANCES OUTPUTE. 53
“SCOPE’ | Ufi li ty Generality | Applicabi |ify‘. lmportclnce‘ ‘Completeness

PARSIMONY | Explici fnessL Simpl icivfy “Matchability Necessities Consistency
PRECISION Reliability | Univocality | Orthogonality Objectivity . Confidence
' A‘GC URACY Truth Validity Soundness Explanations . | Power

3

This 4 x 5 matrix brings out nine primitive terms (5 elements and 4 dimensions).

_ Since the matrix cross-classifies elements by dimensions the maximum possible
_number of derived terms is 20, assuming null interactions, which is assumed
for the moment. (During the discussion at St. Louis it was suggested that we
cross-classify elements by elemenfs. This allows for many more primitive terms

~ at a more specific level. This will be discussed in a later section of this report.)

AG




~ label for each cell.

;"‘"{;
|

isting of definitions, both theoretical and literal,

EORETICAL DEFINITIONS LITERAL DEFINITIONS .

provfdés the following:’

scope of inputs utility- :
fc;ﬁz of structures = generality

scope of integrations = applicability
scope of performances = importance

scope of outputs

parsimony of inputs
parsimony of structures
parsimony of integrations

¢ -

“parsimony of performances

completeness

explicitness
simplicity
matchability

necessities

parsimony of outputs = cdnsistency
precision of inputs = reliability
precision of structures = univocality

) precision of integrations = orthogonality
precision of performances = objectivity
precision of outputs confidence
accuracy of inputs _ = truth ‘

- accuracy of structures o= validity !gy
accuracy of integrations =" soundness ‘
accuracy of perfog;nances : explanahons
accuracy of outpigls .z % powgr

Generally, theoretical definitions are easier fo understand and agree to

- than are labels or literal definitions. Each Jespondent prefers a particular”

Those suggested here are snmply the label which this -

: investigator believed captured the most meaning for him. As such they

are only one set of many possible sets. This.set of labels was the tentative

set designed prior to the St. Louis discussions.

p

p
.

i A completed definitional listing would of course include operational

definitions or measures. Following the rule that two perspectives are

sufficient to provide a cross check on each other greater efficiency

is obtained by comparing each available pair of definitions rather than
attempting to identify a third perspective for each of the Terms. It was
with this in mind that the listing of theoretical definitions and literal -

* definitions was used as initial input to the St. Louis-discussiories,

D
“J
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’

The elements of Resources, Structures, Integrations, Performances and
Outputs are general and apply to any system. More specific elements
,for a system of Evaluation were borrowed from Morris (15, p. 466). This
analogy followed the lead given by those who point out the root of the
word evaluation is value. Morris lays out five philosophies of western

man.

The commonalities of these five are the existence of ontology,

epistemology and axiology as elements. These elements were superimposed
over the borrowed elements of the more general system to yield:
ALt

RESOURCES| STRUC TURES|INTEGRATIONS

PERFORMANCES|OUTPUTS

ontology {epistemology] - axiology

2922 297

@

The- assumed sequence for social systems is that Resources are Structured
and then Integrated. The assumed sequence for philosophies is that a
particular view of reality (onfology) impacts upon the way knowledge is

" structured (epistemology). Epistemology in turn limits what is seen as good

(ethics) and what is beautiful (aesthetics). Ethics and Aesthetics are.con-
sidered here to be subcategories of Axiology. No philosophical elements
weré identified at this stage for either Performances or Outputs. -

The matrix that results from cross-classifying these six elements with the
four previously defined dimensions provides a prescriptive shopping list of
24(4 % 6) possible continuous terms as theoretical statements which may or
may not apply to Criteria of Criferia. It is so far only a checklist -- each
cell does not necessarily require an entry. As a check on their application,
theoreticil definitions are provided by combining each row entry with each
column entry. These theoretical definitions are: '

Scope of ontology
Scope of epistemology
Scope of ethics
Scope of aesthetics

i Scope of performances
Scope of outputs

-Parsimony of on ioloéy
* Parsimony of epistemology
~ Rarsimony of ethics
“Parsimony of aesthetics
Parsimony of performances
Parsimony of outputs

AB

Precision of ontology
Precision of epistemology
Precision of ethics
Precision of aesthetics
Precision of performances
Precision of outputs

Accuracy of ontology
Accuracy of epistemology
- Accuracy of ethics
Accuracy of aesthetics
Accuracy of performances
Accuracy of outputs




<@

. |
. The first test conducted at St. Louis was for literal definitions for each of the ‘
~ four suggested dimensions (primitives). Since dimensions are content-less, ‘
' Criteria was considered as the system under discussion. Thus literal defini- '
tions were suggested for Scope of Criteria, etc. This was conducted as a pre- ‘
sentation work session at the Adult Education Research Conference, St. Louis, ‘
April 16, 1975, Fifteen of the 32 persons present shared suggested: labels.
' Past experience led to the writer's expectations of 4 labels from each respondent;
’ 12 of the 15 who tumed in the worksheets met or exceeded this expectation. -
However, 17 participants chose not to turn in their worksheets. The labels for
‘ each dimension were ordered according to level of generality and for consis-
‘ tency with accepted usage (19). In each case generality (the more the better)
was sought, Labels were included when usage was consensual in the literature
of theory development. Unacceptable labels we explained as exceptions and
were not included in further analyses, These labels suggested are summarized as:

Scope of Criteria

o . size (C) » focus (B)

largeness (C) - _ parameter.(B)
quantity (C) . ) béundary (B)
- extent (2) (C) - : circumscribe (B)

specificity (C)
: ) complexity (?)
inclusiveness (4) (1)
necessary criteria (I) ' KEY
part to whole (1) —

1. Number in parenthesis denotes

cover 96% of situations (G) number of participants listing
spectrum (G) that particular label, if it was
theoretical breadth (G) T more than one, ' .
conceptual breadth (G) o S
conceptual dimension (G) 2. C = completeness , :
variance of thought or behavior (G) I = inclusiveness '
comprehensive (G) . G = generality
¢ restrictiveness (G) B = boundary .

? =non-consensual usage

)
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Of the 25 labels suggested: .

6 suggested completeness

8 suggested generality

6 suggested inclusion

4 suggested boundaries _

1 (complexity) didn*t suggest any, aspect of scope because scope
and complexity are considered by this writer to be independent

‘No clear cut distinétions appeared among completeness, generality and.

inclusiveness. Any of these 3 (20 responses) portray the idea of scope.

- Boundaries also apply to space rather than abstract relations (19),

Parsimony of Criteria —

productivity (A)

adequacy (A)

scientific (A)

practical (A) .

mathematical (A) KEY

utilitarian aspect (A)
necessary and sufficienf A and B (A)

. A = Adequacy
common terminology (S) S = Simplicity
simple to understand (S) E = Economy
? = seemed more in line

easy to explain (S)
: with Scopé'than with
limitation (?) Parsimony

selection (?) ‘
generalizability (2) (?) . ) : N

economic (2) (E) '
effective use of resources (E)
input/output (E)
product/time (E)
product/intent (E)

time (E)




Of the 22 labels suggested:

3 suggested sumplucuty (S)

8 suggested careful use of resources or economy (E) .
7 suggested adequacy (A) ' TN
4 were questloncble (?) and appeared to apply to scope rather than parsimony.
Simplicity appeared to suggest plainness or uncompounded state. Economy
suggests careful and prudent use of resources. Adequacy on the other hand
suggests a sufficiency of the end product. This provides the often cited ratio
“of inputs/outputs. , o T

Precision of Criteria B
' i KEY .

exactness (E) : .

pin pointing (E) - _— A

on targef (E) - = : aql1’|1ess

reassurable (E)- = Formalness
.05 (E) - ? = questiondble meaning

sig confidence level (E)

‘exe_mplifying (F)
'vsefulness (F)
_directness (F)

can be 100 at 0(?)
descriptive (?) : o '

s'peéAlflcny (2) (?) Scope-

_congruence of data to cri terla S
validity o > Accuracy

non@-overlapping sets of criteria

X, X2, X3, X4

* Parsimony ?




Of I‘hé 17 ldbels suggested: ; )

6 suggested exaciness (E) 4 , , - | —_—
3 suggested formalness (F) ’ » : ,
2 are questionable (?)

Specificity, mentioned twice, is more akin to scope as previously defined.
‘Non-overlapping sets, mentioned twice, suggests a parsimony dimension.
Validity and congruence suggests accuracy rather than precision. These con-
clusions point out the dual themes of exactness and formalness as tapping the

- domain of precision,

Accuracy of Criteria

rightness (C) : .
correctness (C) KEY
correctness of fit (C) '
congruent with feality (C) , 'C = correciness :
validity (C) ? = questionable meaning
measurement compared fo :
actual performance (C)

appropriateness (?) :
direction (?) o
target (?)

cannot be interpreted without
data or a scale (?) )

prediction (P) . , "?.

applicability (S) - e v n

 exclusiveness (S)

”

Of the 15 labels suggested:

8 suggested correctness (C) ‘
4 were questionable (?) and not particularly meaningful




*

Ap’pliccbilify (S) and exclusiveness (S) suggest generality or scope. Predictive_
(P) is associated with precusuon rather than accuracy. These literal deflnmons
suggest:

completeness
generality and as components of scope
inclusion °

. simplicity ‘
adequacy and as components of efficiency
economy : ’

exactness-and as components of precision, and
formalness

correciness as the sole component of accuracy.

The discussion following the handout suggested three major shortcomings: First
that the ldbels were "value-laden”. This writer has no defense against such a
suggestion. This objection points directly to an issue of inquiry. Is the goal to
become value-free or is the goal to become objective? To some this is'a trivial
point because they assume it is impossible to be both value-laden and objective.
These same people implicitly conclude the way to be objective is to become
valve-free. This is‘suggested as the logic behind the objection to specuf‘c Fabels
because they are value-laden, , ;

As the design mah'lx expllcates, a goal of evaluation is objectivity (precusuon
of performances). Nowhere to this point has value-freeness been suggested as
a goal of Criteria of Criteria. Based on this and the resulting objection of
value-laden labels the crux of the argument centers on whether or not it is
possible to be both non-neutral (value-laden) and objective.

Following the lead suggested by Hage (7), this writer's answer is a resounding
Yes--the classical literatures notwithstanding.

In general, it is assumed that people can either hold a single altruistic goal
or hold multiple self-interest goals. As porh'ayed ina2x 2 array this suggests .
_either cell 2 or cell 3.

3




GOALS
SINGLE MATIPLE
Vv SELF
. A INTEREST 2
1 | .
U N
. E
:
ALTRUISTIC | 3 4

The possibility of being both non=neutral and objective lies along the main . -
diagonal (cells 1 and 4). Is it possible to move from cell 1 to cell 4 as the

arrow indicates? Specific values are non-varlable concepts, They lead to

stereotyped either-or debates, pitting "us" against "them",

To movefrom cell 1 (specific values and single goal) to cell 4 (general values
and multiple_goals) requires both a shift from categorical to continudus thinking,
and a shift from single to multiple goals,

Both thinking in confmuciand thinking from multiple perspectives lead toward
non-neutral objectivity bemq\‘se of the following:

e

1. Continuous concepts lead to adoptng an evolutionary rather than a
~ revolutionary perspective. ’

2, Continuous concepts force you to think in extremes-~then it becomes
impossible to be an extremist,

3. A shift to multiple varidbles is needed to capture all of reality.
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-4, A shift to a perspechve of mulhple values prevents ends from justifying
the means.

5. Multiple values and multiple variables allow a move toward alternate
ways of reaching the same end.  *

6. Multiple alternative ways and multiple ends approach objectivity.
without neufrallly,

7. As you increase the number of variables or the number of alternative
pathways the number of internal checks increase geometrically.

- 8. Thus it becomes harder to distort.
9. Internal consistency allows for non-neutral ohiecﬁvify.

The design strategy suggested in this paper addresses the value=laden question
head-on. A joint attack of variable concepts.and multiple perspectives is
suggested as a way of penetrating this paradox. On the éther hand, this
objection can certainly be expected since no measures were forthcoming. This
is not a weakness of the approach but rather a weakness of its specific appli-

. cation here. Second, the question was raised as to ¢cross=classifying structure

~and function with the elements of ontology, epistemology and axilogy. At
first glance this suggestion was rejected (structure was based as epistemology)
-, and function was part of the system, but had no completed cells. More

thought however indicated the heuristic value of crossing the philosophical
elements with the system's elements. This is given by the matrix.

INPUTS |STRUCTURES| INTEGRATE] PERFORM | OUTPUTS

ONTOLOGY] ontological | ontological ] ontological | ontological | ontological

inputs structures | integrations | performances] outputs
EPISTEM- epistemol epistemol | epistemol epistemol | epistemol
OLOGY inputs | structures | integrations | performances] outputs
ETHICS | ethical ethical ethical  ethical | ethical
inputs strucfur?ﬂ integrations | performances] outputs
AESTHETICS| aesthetic aesthetic | aesthetic - aesthetic | aesthetic
inputs structures | integrations | performances] outputs

PSYCHOL- [psychologicallpsychologica psyéhological psychological s*chological A
oGY r inputs structures | integrations | performances] outputs

-
17D
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The fifth row (psychology) was added after further discussion about the matrix.
This suggestion. sprang from the inability to suggest adequacies of performgnce

and the historical precedent of Psychology as a branch of Philosophy. As each
cell is examined the question is asked:

What are (row), (column)? For example, what are Ontological Inputs (row 1,

- column 1)?° Notice the cell entries are categorical (non-variable) terms.

This is the case because this matrix is crossifig elements with more elements
which can only yield more categorical terms. These can be appropriately used
for investigative units, elements of an investigative unit or modal cut points-
along a continuum (qualities), The main interest here is identifying elements
for the investigative unit criteria for criteria sets. This matrix provides 25
possible elements. Before automatically using all 25 and re-applying the four
previous criteria of scope, parsimony, accuracy and precision (which would
yield 100 potential general variables) each element has to "make sense” or

fit into a logically consistent system. ‘

The strdteg'ic question is simply, which, if any, of the 25 possible elements

" are necessary for defining criteria for criteria sets as an investigative unit?

One approach is to explicate the definitional premise: Bench marks or
comparative reference’ points to judge worth of a set of criteria?

The third cnt icigm rhis design strategy was that perhaps it really doesn't
portray multi pecthes at all--but rather says the same thing in three

* different ways. Since no operational definitions (measures) were developed

this crificism became one of deciding if literal definitions (labels) were syn-
onymous with theoretical defini hoﬁﬁi{meamngs) The literature of theory de-
velopment suggests this is not the case as do this investigator's experiences.
As aresult of the discussion in St. Louis it is suggested that the distinction
was blurred in communicating the idea, but the idea of two distinct definitions
is supported by the discussion. Such comments as "it is easy to see we all
agree on the theoretical definitions but the labels mean specific things to each
of us"; or "labels are too value-laden"; or "it seems to me you are merely
playing with words", suggest the discussants sensed the differences between
labels and meanings, but failed to move toward verbalizing the differences by
concentrating either on labels or meanings. No single person appeared to
attack or support both .conjointly.

-2
G
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SUMMARY

As this discussion shaped out, there was a vague uneasy feeling that it was

not achieving closure. That is true of ‘course, but perhaps irrelevant. For if
this is truly a dialectic creative-critical effort, this writer's experience sug-
gests it requires a minimum of two rounds and usually three to achieve tenta~
tive closure. The discussion during St. Louis AERC completed the first round.
Your written cnhque of the points discussed in this manuscript will complete

_ the second

Looking back it appears that the first question raised (how can you recognize
a good criteria set?) still remains open,’ Tentqhve answers to remaining
queshons appear more explicit.

-
>

How cdn you, de’i‘}:elop a good criteria set? .Applying-techniques of continuous
thinking and multiple perspectives has been successful for this investigator,

To date these ideas hold the most promise of any for gcunmg scope, parsimony, .
precision and accuracy. :

Where do good ¢riteria sets come from? They come from exphcn and logical
techniques of analysis and synthesis. So far that is merely a personal opinion
of this writer based on personal experiences. .Following the systems approach

. there are assumed fo be alternative ways fo achieve any end. Finally,who

can design-a good criteria set? Anyone can! That includes you. .That includes
me, This follows, providing logical and explicit techniques can be communi=
cated between people. Once techniques are explicated, and are logical,
setting criteria can no longer be considered an art. Rather than subtle,
sophisticated and impl icit, the goal is _convincing, simple and explicit.

"Truth emerges more readily from error than from confusion."” v
- (Francis Bacon)

Your crlhque as cycle two of our communlcahon should hopefully point fo our

ol
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